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Claim 35 (Previously Presented). A wireless gaming method, comprising: 

receiving a two-factor authentication input associated with a user from a 
wireless network access device wherein the wireless network access device has a 
plurality of identification information including an Internet Protocol (IP) address : 

communicating the two-factor authentication input and the plurality of 
identification information associated with the wireless network access device to a 
gaming system, the gaming system comprising a registration database that stores 
registration data associated with each registered user; 

verifying the user is a registered user by comparing the two-factor 
authentication input to information in the registration database; 

verifying the wireless network access device is a secure device by 
verifying the plurality of identification information associated with the wireless 
network access device that comprises verifying the IP address : 

permitting access to the [[a]] gaming server after determining the 
wireless network device is secure and after determining the user has 
registered; and 

generating a random game output that associates the random game output 
from the gaming server with a particular video stream that is communicated to the 
wireless network access device. 

Claim 36 (Previously Presented). The wireless gaming method of claim 35 
further comprising monitoring transactions between the wireless network 
access device and the gaming server. 

Claim 37 (Cancelled). 

Claim 38 (Previously Presented). The wireless gaming method of claim 35 wherein 
the two-factor authentication comprises a user ID and password. 

Claim 39 (Previously Presented). The wireless gaming method of claim 35 wherein 
the two-factor authentication comprises a biometric. 
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Claim 40 (Previously Presented). The wireless gaming method of claim 35 wherein 
the two-factor authentication comprises a smart card. 
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REMARKS 

The present remarks are in response to the Final Office Action dated May 2, 
2007, in which the Office Action rejects claims 21-40. The Applicant has amended 
the independent claims to include additional elements to overcome the Examiner's 
rejections. No new matter has been added. 

Accordingly, claims 21-32, 34-36, and 38-40 are pending in the present 
application with claims 21 , 28, and 35 being the independent claims. In view of the 
amendments and arguments presented, Applicant respectfully submits that all the 
claims are now in condition for allowance. 

A. Claim Amendments 

Applicant has amended the independent claims 21 and 35 to include new 
limitations, namely, associating an IP address with the wireless network access 
device, verifying the IP address of the wireless network access device, and having 
the game server configured to generate a random game output that associates the 
random game output to a particular video stream that is communicated to the 
wireless network access device. Furthermore, with respect to independent claim 28, 
an additional limitation includes a firewall disposed between a gaming server and 
each wireless network access device. 

Support for the IP addressing is provided in inter alia Paragraph 0065, 0070, 
0071 , and 0095. Support for the gaming server configured to generate a random 
game output that is associated with a particular video stream is provided in inter alia 
Figure 7, Paragraphs 0076 - 0082, and Figure 11 Paragraphs 0111 - 0117, and 
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Paragraphs 0122 through 0129. 
inter alia Paragraph 0071 . 
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With respect to the firewall, support is provided in 



B. Priority and Claim Objections 

The Applicant has corrected the cross-referencing to overcome the 
Examiner's rejection and supporting a claim of priority going back to February, 2001. 

With respect to claim 34, the Applicant has made the correction consistent 
with the Examiner's objection. 

C. Claim Rejections 35 USC 102(6) 

The Office Action has rejected claims 21-31, 34-36 and 38-40 under 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Schneier et al. 5,768,382 (hereinafter referred to as 
"Schneier"). Applicant respectfully submits that Applicant has overcome this 102(b) 
rejection based on the amended claims because each element of the independent 
claims are not taught by the Schneier. 

The Examiner also rejected claims 21-22, 25-31 and 33-40 under 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Karmarkar 6,508,709 (hereinafter referred to as "Karmarkar") 
under 102(e). Applicant respectfully submits that Applicant's amended claims 
overcome this 102(e) rejection because each element of the independent claims are 
not taught by the Karmarkar. 

Furthermore, the Examiner rejected claims 21-22, 24-31 and 34-40 under 
Bradford 6,709,333 (hereinafter referred to as "Bradford"). With respect to Bradford, 
Applicant respectfully submits that Applicant claims a priority date dating back to 
February 6, 2001, which predates earliest priority date in Bradford. Thus, in view of 
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Applicant's correction of the cross referencing, Bradford is improperly cited prior art. 
Additionally, Applicant's amended claims overcome the 102(e) rejection because 
each element of the claims is not taught by the Bradford. 

P. Claim Rejections 35 USC 103 

The Examiner has rejected claims 23, 32-33, 34 and 37 on obviousness 
grounds. Applicant respectfully submits that Applicant has overcome these 
rejections with the recent claim amendments. The prior art cited by the Examiner 
does not teach each element of the amended claimed. 

The newly amended independent claims 21 and 35 each include limitations 
wherein the game server is configured to generate a random game output that 
associates the random game output to a particular video stream that is then 
communicated to a wireless network access device, in which the user has been 
verified as a registered user AND the wireless device is also verified using an IP 
address. 

Although Schneier in view of Karmarkar are cited for the proposition that 
Karmarkar teaches broadcasting a video stream, Karmarkar simply stands for the 
proposition of broadcasting video of a table game. See Karmarkar at Page 10: lines 
20-48. Here, Applicant is claiming a game server that generates a random game 
output that associates the random game output with a video stream, which is then 
communicated to a wireless device. Nowhere is this limitation taught in Karmarkar or 
in any of the cited prior art. 
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Additionally, with respect to claim 28, Applicant has also included a firewall in 
the verification system that is disposed between the game server and each wireless 
network access device. Simply put, Karmarkar does not teach a firewall. 

Since independent claims 21, 28, and 35 overcome the 35 USC §103 
rejections, Applicants respectfully request that each of the remaining claims also 
overcome the obviousness rejection by way of their dependencies. 

E. CONCLUSION 

For all the foregoing reasons, allowance of the pending claims is respectfully 
requested. 
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